This study seeks to identify emotional intelligence (EI) as a key factor in dealing with emotions and pressures in an audit context. In this paper, we focus on how EI may influence the relation between job pressures (i.e., time budget pressure and client pressure) and auditors' judgment.
influence audit quality, such as interpersonal affect (Trotman, 2011) .
Emotion may interact with other variables to influence auditors' judgments and decisions. This study investigates emotional intelligence (EI), the ability to perceive and manage one's own and others' emotions, as a key factor in dealing with pressures in an audit context. Specifically, we extend prior research by investigating the moderating effect of EI on auditor judgments of a hypothetical case wherein an auditor is subject to internal and external pressures. Mayer and Salovey (1997, p. 10) define EI as "the ability to perceive and express emotion, assimilate emotion in thought, understand and reason with emotion, and regulate emotion in the self and others." Auditors' judgments may be negatively influenced by interpersonal affect (emotional responses arising from interactions between auditors and clients). Prior research indicates that EI is a predictor of job performance and plays a large role in relieving job stress (Nikolaou & Tsaousis, 2002) . Akers and Porter (2003, p. 65) state that "EI skills are critical for the success of the accounting profession." Therefore, it is critical for auditors to recognize and manage their affective reactions when dealing with clients (Bhattacharjee, Moreno, & Riley, 2012) . Moreover, Cianci and Bierstaker (2009) Job-related pressures play a significant role in the accounting profession. Prior research indicates that both time budget pressure (e.g., Coram, Ng, & Woodliff, 2003; 2004; McNair, 1991) and client pressure (e.g., Hackenbrack & Nelson, 1996; Moreno & Bhattacharjee, 2003) negatively influence audit judgment. There is a need to improve our understanding of how to mitigate the ill effects of these pressures, such as dysfunctional auditor behaviors and decreased audit quality (Hartmann & Maas, 2010) . Therefore, one purpose of this study is to address a gap in the literature by investigating the effect of EI on auditor judgment under various pressures. In particular, we focus on how EI influences the relationship between auditor judgment and two prevalent forms of job pressures: time budget pressure (internal pressure) and client pressure (external pressure).
Owing to widespread concern in recent years regarding suspicious accounting practices and dysfunctional audit behaviors in China, Liu and Zhang (2008) argued that time pressure in an auditing context is an increasingly important environmental factor that warrants additional research. Chinese auditors may be especially sensitive to pressures from individuals viewed as superiors due to the high degree of power distance in China (Hofstede, 1993; Zhuang, Thomas, & Miller, 2005) .
1 Therefore, we conducted an experiment using 173 staff and senior auditors working at auditing firms in China to investigate our research questions. 2 This participant group facilitated an investigation of factors which influence dysfunctional auditor behaviors and EI as a potential moderator that can mitigate such behaviors to improve audit quality.
The experimental task presented auditors with a hypothetical scenario involving a questionable accounts receivable transaction with the presence and absence of time budget pressure and client pressure manipulated between participants. In order to reduce social desirability bias, 3 participants were asked in the third person to indicate the material misstatement risk associated with the transaction and the likelihood of further investigation. Participants' EI was measured with a 16-item scale (Jordan & Lawrence, 2009) , and their professional skepticism was measured with a five-item scale (Hurtt, 2010) .
As hypothesized, the results revealed judgment patterns that varied between participants with high and low EI. Specifically, EI moderated the relations between job pressures and auditor judgments.
Auditors with high EI made more conservative judgments than did auditors with low EI when exposed to multiple job pressures. That is, high EI participants were more likely to recognize the importance of investigating the questionable transaction further when both internal and external pressures existed. Supplemental analyses indicated that professional skepticism is significantly related to the level of EI, suggesting that auditors with high EI are more skeptical than auditors with low EI.
The results of this study are important for several reasons. First, prior research has raised the question of whether EI impacts auditors' judgment and decision-making (Bhattacharjee et al., 2012) . Recent accounting studies have argued that EI is a critical skill that allows accountants to have better job performance in decision-making, teamwork, and client relations (Daff, de Lange, & Jackling, 2012) . This study provides empirical evidence supporting these assertions of the importance of EI for professional accountants. Additionally, the current study provides evidence confirming the critical role of EI in mitigating the joint effects of time budget pressure and client pressure on auditor judgments. These results suggest that EI training programs may be a valuable way to improve auditors' judgments.
In the remainder of the paper, we first discuss prior literature and develop the hypotheses. We then describe the research design and report the results of the analyses. Finally, the paper concludes with a discussion of implications, limitations, and suggestions for future research.
2 | LITERATURE REVIEW AND DEVELOPMENT OF HYPOTHESES
| Audit pressures
A significant body of evidence suggests that audit pressures can lead to dysfunctional behavior. According to DeZoort and Lord (1997) , pressure serves as an antecedent to individual stress responses and influences outcomes by providing situational incentives for a specific judgment or decision. Thus, pressure is a major dimension of occupational stress (Larson, 2004) . This study investigated the effects of two types of pressure: time budget pressure and client pressure.
| Time budget pressure
Time budget pressure is "a chronic, pervasive type of pressure that arises from limitations on the resources allocable to perform a task" (DeZoort & Lord, 1997, p. 53) . It occurs when auditors are assigned limited hours to complete audit procedures. As meeting time budgets is a critical element of auditors' performance evaluations, time budget pressure is a major factor affecting auditors' behavior in both developed and developing countries (Shapeero, Koh, & Killough, 2003) .
Participants in an Australian auditor experiment in Coram et al. (2003) admitted accepting questionable audit evidence to speed audit testing under time budget pressure. In a subsequent study, Coram et al. (2004) indicated that, in addition to accepting questionable evidence, auditors under high time budget pressure failed to test all items in a selected sample when the level of misstatement risk was low.
Similar results were found in a study with Malaysian auditors where time budget pressures led lower-rank auditors to engage in dysfunctional behavior (Paino, Ismail, & Smith, 2010) . Time budget pressure is also of particular interest in China. Liu and Zhang (2008) conducted an experiment to investigate the effects of time pressure and accountability on audit judgment performance and found a negative relation between audit effectiveness and time pressure.
| Client pressure
Client pressure refers to "the pressure to yield or the perceived pressure to yield to a client's wishes or influence, whether appropriate or not" (DeZoort & Lord, 1997, p.47) . Pressures arising from auditors' conflicting incentives may lead to dysfunctional audit behaviors, such as acceptance of clients' aggressive financial reporting, which impairs audit quality. Lower-rank auditors are especially susceptible to client pressures because they are less experienced and are subject to performance evaluations that emphasize both cost control and a good relationship with the client (Moreno & Bhattacharjee, 2003) . Moreover, increased client pressure decreases the size of audit adjustments proposed by auditors (Hatfield, Jackson, & Vandervelde, 2011) .
Overall, previous research has indicated that client-based incentives and pressures can compromise auditor judgment. In a survey of experienced auditors in China, Chow, Ho, and Mo (2006) identified different pressures and factors that influenced auditors' risk assessment. Many of the pressures identified were consistent with research from developed economies; these pressures include clients' incentives to manage earnings (e.g., management being under unusual pressures to meet profitability targets), the existence of complex transactions that are difficult to audit, and weak corporate governance. Lin and Fraser (2008) found that Chinese auditors were more likely to perceive client pressure in conflict situations than were auditors from the UK when facing audit market competition.
| Affect and emotions
Affect is a broad term, referring to emotions, feelings, and moods (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) . Emotions are "organized responses, crossing the boundaries of many psychological subsystems, including the physiological, cognitive, motivational, and experiential system" (Salovey & Mayer, 1990, p. 186) . Based on a review of the role of affect in organizational behavior, Barsade and Gibson (2007) concluded that affect, including employees' moods and emotions, positively correlated with important organizational outcomes, such as performance, decisionmaking, conflict resolution behavior, and leadership.
Prior studies in the accounting literature have also examined the role of affect on decision-making. Bhattacharjee and Moreno (2002) found that negative affective client information significantly influenced less-experienced auditors' judgments. As there is a significant negative relationship between the emotional reaction to occupational stress and job performance on public accountants' performance, it is crucial to reduce negative emotional reactions and the cognitive role of occupational stress among public accountants. Another study also recognized the influence of interpersonal affective reaction to clients on lower-rank auditors' judgments, which induced inappropriate workpaper documentation (Bhattacharjee et al., 2012 (Barsade & Gibson, 2007) .
| Emotional intelligence
EI has received considerable attention for more than two decades in a variety of disciplines, including management, organizational behavior, and psychology. In the early 1990s, Salovey and Mayer (1990, p. 189) initially defined EI as "the subset of social intelligence that involves the ability to monitor one's own and others' feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them and to use this information to guide one's thinking and actions." Based on this construction, a mental ability model of EI was developed (Mayer & Salovey, 1997) . This model includes four components: (1) awareness of one's own and others' emotion; (2) emotional facilitation; (3) emotional understanding; and (4) management of one's own and others' emotions.
High EI employees are likely to identify and regulate their emotions, which enables them to cope with job-related stress (Mayer & Salovey, 1997 (Moreno & Bhattacharjee, 2003) . Indeed, EI skills could facilitate employees' ability to cope with occupational stressors (Jordan, Ashkanasy, & Härtel, 2002; Nikolaou & Tsaousis, 2002 Prior studies (e.g., Coram et al., 2003 Coram et al., , 2004 demonstrated that time budget pressure results in less conservative judgments, and that these quality-threatening effects compromise audit quality. Similarly, client-based incentives and pressures can negatively affect auditor judgment. We tested whether high EI auditors can effectively evaluate situational pressures, such that they make appropriately conservative judgments. Prior research defined auditor conservatism as the "auditor's preference for income-decreasing accounting choices" (Kim, Chung, & Firth, 2003, p. 327; Cahan & Zhang, 2006) . When there is doubt, the client will have to make downward adjustments required by the conservative auditor (Lu & Sapra, 2009 ). Moreover, auditors tend to use conservative auditing (i.e., perform substantial procedures)
to avoid litigation risks (Chen, Lam, Smieliauskas, & Ye, 2016) . Litigation concerns lead auditors to be more objective and skeptical (Johnstone, 2000) . Hypothesis 1. When time budget pressure increases from low to high, the increase in assessments of misstatement risk and willingness to investigate further will be greater for high EI auditors than for low EI auditors.
Hypothesis 2. When client pressure increases from low to high, the increase in assessments of misstatement risk and willingness to investigate further will be greater for high EI auditors than for low EI auditors.
Moreover, prior research has consistently demonstrated a negative relation between EI and job stress, and a positive association between EI and job performance. Thus, it is logical to assume that EI will reduce auditors' tendency to engage in dysfunctional behavior promoted by pressures and result in improved audit quality. We expect high EI auditors to be more effective than low EI auditors in evaluating scenarios where both time budget pressure and client pressure are present, resulting in more conservative judgments. Specifically, high EI auditors will indicate a greater likelihood of further investigation and provide higher assessments of misstatement risk when there is high client pressure and time budget pressure than will low EI auditors.
Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3. The marginal effect of additional pressure on assessments of misstatement risk and willingness to investigate further is less for high EI auditors than low EI auditors.
This study adopted a 2 × 2 × 2 experimental design. Two independent variables, time budget pressure (low versus high) and client pressure (low versus high), were manipulated between participants. The third independent variable, EI, was measured. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions. The participants were provided with general study instructions and a research instrument (case materials). Additionally, participants were asked to complete both the 16-item EI scale from Jordan and Lawrence (2009) 
| Dependent variables
If self-report questions are asked in the first person, the tendency is for participants to present themselves in the best possible light. This is known as social desirability bias. Using third-person responses is an effective method of mitigating the influence of social desirability bias in an experimental setting (Cohen, Pant, & Sharp, 2001; Fisher, 1993; Kaplan, Pope, & Samuels, 2011) . Therefore, similar to Coram et al. (2004) and Robertson (2010) , participants were asked to indicate the likelihood that Xiaolin would further investigate the accounts receivable transaction. Participants' judgments were measured on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is extremely unlikely and 7 is extremely likely.
Participants were also asked to assess the level of material misstatement risk they thought Xiaolin would associate with the accounts receivable testing (response scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is extremely low, and 7 is extremely high). In the low time budget pressure condition, the audit partner in charge decided to charge the same audit fee as last year, and he has allocated the same number of hours to the audit that were budgeted last year. Further, the case states that Xiaolin is meeting the manager in charge of the audit to discuss this accounts receivable section of the audit. Xiaolin may have to ask the manager for more time to verify the transaction. Xiaolin knows that the manager has granted extensions of time in other areas of the audit as the time budget is relatively flexible.
| Client pressure
Consistent with Robertson (2010) , client pressure was manipulated at low and high levels by using both a corporate (meeting the EPS forecast) and personal (receiving a bonus) incentive. In the case, the client executives' bonuses were dependent on whether the company met or exceeded its EPS forecast. In the high-incentive pressure condition, if the receivable in question was written off, then the company would miss its EPS forecast, and the client's executives would not receive a bonus. In the low-incentive pressure condition, the company would meet its EPS forecast, and the executives would receive a bonus even if the accounting receivable in question was written off.
| Manipulation checks
Participants answered two manipulation check questions to determine whether they attended to the details of the case. and "I respect the opinion of team members, even if I think they are wrong." We used the median EI score as a cut-off point to identify the level of EI for each participant in the study. 5 Participants who scored at or above the median were classified as high EI. Those scoring below the median were classified as low EI.
4 | RESULTS
| Participants
The final instrument was distributed to 200 staff accountants and audit seniors employed at auditing firms in eastern China. 6 This participant group was selected for two important reasons. First, the current study focuses on auditors in China, which fits the task requirement.
The study facilitated an investigation of a potential moderator that can mitigate dysfunctional auditor behaviors. Second, staff accountants and audit seniors were selected as participants to provide the best match between participants and the task of interest. Staff and senior auditors tend to interact with the lower levels of the client's management when conducting inquiries during the audit and are therefore likely to be influenced by client pressures (Bennett & Hatfield, 2013) . Of the 173 participants included in the analyses, 52% were female, and the mean age was 26 years. Of the retained participants, 80%
were employed by Big-4 or other international accounting firms.
All participants reported completing either 4-year undergraduate or master's degrees. Participants' mean professional experience was 2.28 years (range 0.5-4.5 years). In addition, 135 participants (78%)
were certified by CICPA, 6 participants (3.5%) held other accounting professional certifications in China, and the remaining 32 participants The mean EI score was 64.1, and the median was 59.0 (out of a maximum total score of 112). 7 The 88 participants who had scores at or above the median were classified as "high" EI, while the 85 participants who scored below the median were classified as "low" EI for the analysis. 8,9
The t-tests indicated that there were no significant differences of EI across treatment groups. 10 Table 1 presents participants' demographic data.
| Tests of hypotheses
The effects of the independent variables on the dependent variables were analyzed with a multivariate generalized linear model. 11 The following equation is estimated:
where AJ is auditor judgment: (1) Moderation analysis was used to test the hypotheses in this study.
According to Frazier, Tix, and Barron (2004, p. 116) , "moderators address 'when' or 'for whom' a variable most strongly predicts or causes an outcome variable." A moderator changes the direction or strength of the relation between a predictor and an outcome. This study tested whether EI moderates the relation between pressure and auditor judgment. Thus, EI was expected to mitigate the effects of pressure on auditor judgment (H1-H3). Moderated multivariate analysis is used to estimate interaction effects (Aguinis & Gottfredson, 2010) . The moderation analysis included the independent variables, time budget pressure, client incentive pressure and EI, the dependent Participants were asked to assess the level of material misstatement risk associated with the accounts receivable testing using a seven-point Likert scale, where 1 is extremely low risk and 7 is extremely high risk. 
Low EI (EI=0)
Time Budget Pressure b a Auditors indicated the likelihood that additional time and effort that would be spent to further investigate this questionable transaction. Participants responded using a seven point scale anchored by "extremely unlikely" (1) and "extremely likely" (7).. See Table 8 for the ANCOVA results. b Time budget pressure was manipulated between subjects at two levels: low and high. c Client incentive pressure was manipulated between subjects at two levels: low and high.
Further Investigation a variable, and control variables. The interaction terms between EI and the other independent variables were used to test for moderation. Further, the multivariate tests indicated a significant three-way interaction among the three independent variables (F = 10.472, p ≤ . 001). Table 3 reports the results of the univariate between-subjects effects for each dependent variable.
| Likelihood of investigating further
The between-subjects results for the likelihood of investigating further revealed significant (p < 0.01) main effects and two-way interactions for the independent variables (see Table 3A ). Consistent with H1 and H2, we observed significant interactions between time budget pressure and EI (F = 9.263, p = . 003) and client pressure and EI (F = 45.572, p < . 001). However, we did not observe a statistically significant three-way interaction of the variables for the likelihood of further investigation as predicted in H3 (F = 1.984, p = . 161).
According to Kirk (1995) , tests of simple main effects can be used to explain a three-way interaction. In our study, the three-way interaction can be better understood by testing the effects of client and time pressures for individuals with high EI separately from individuals with low EI. A simple main effects analysis of differences in the cell means (time budget pressure × client pressure) is reported in Table 4 for low EI auditors (Table 4A ) and high EI auditors (Table 4B) 
| Material misstatement risk
The between-subjects results for auditors' assessments of material Further Investigation a a Auditors indicated the likelihood that additional time and effort that would be spent to further investigate this questionable transaction. Participants responded using a seven point scale anchored by "extremely unlikely" (1) and "extremely likely" (7). See Table 8 for the ANCOVA results. b Time budget pressure was manipulated between subjects at two levels: low and high. c Client incentive pressure was manipulated between subjects at two levels: low and high.
Time Budget Pressure b
High EI (EI=1) 
RiskLevel a Low EI (EI=0)
a Auditors indicated the level of material misstatement risk they think will be associated with this account receivable transaction. Participants responded using a seven point scale anchored by "extremely unlikely" (1) and "extremely likely" (7). See Table 5 for the ANCOVA results. b Time budget pressure was manipulated between subjects at two levels: low and high. c Client incentive pressure was manipulated between subjects at two levels: low and high.
Time Budget Pressure b independent variables, the interaction of client pressure and EI, and the three-way interaction of the independent variables (see Table 3 B). Inconsistent with H1, there was not a significant two-way interaction between time budget pressure and EI (F = 0.623, p = . 431). Consistent with H2, we observed a significant interaction between client pressure and EI (F = 56.417, p < . 001). Finally, consistent with H3, we observed a statistically significant three-way interaction of time budget pressure, client pressure, and EI (F = 19.950, p < . 001).
Similar to Table 4 , a simple main effects analysis of differences in the cell means (time budget pressure × client pressure) is reported in Table 5 for low EI auditors (Table 5A ) and high EI auditors (Table 5B) .
When time budget pressure is low, both low EI and high EI auditors indicated a significantly (p < . 001) higher assessment of material misstatement risk for high client pressure than for low client pressure.
However, when time budget pressure is high, this difference was only observed for high EI auditors. When client pressure is low, only low EI auditors indicated a significantly (p < . 001) higher assessment of risk for high time budget pressure than for low time budget pressure. However, when client pressure is high, only high EI auditors indicated a significantly (p < . 001) higher assessment of risk for high time budget pressure than for low time budget pressure (see Figures 4 and 5 ).
In summary, the results suggest that high EI auditors responded to higher levels of multiple pressures by increasing their plans for further investigation and their assessments of misstatement risk. Thus, high EI auditors exhibited the greatest likelihood of further investigation and the highest assessments of misstatement risk when there is high client pressure and high time budget pressure. However, low EI auditor participants did not differ significantly in their plans for further investigation or assessments of misstatement risk when there are multiple pressures compared with when there is only a single pressure. These results suggest that, in general, high EI auditors are likely to be able to respond to multiple pressures more appropriately than low EI auditors are (Figure 6 ). 
AU230.7). Professional skepticism is critical in mitigating aggressive
reporting by management (Kadous, 2000) , because "the skeptical auditor is less influenced by the beliefs or persuasion attempts of others" (Hurtt, 2010, p. 155) . Further, positive-mood individuals are likely to be less skeptical than are neutral-and negative-mood individuals (Chung, Cohen, & Monroe, 2008) . We investigated the relation 
Risk Level a
a Auditors indicated the level of material misstatement risk they think will be associated with this account receivable transaction. Participants responded using a seven point scale anchored by "extremely unlikely" (1) and "extremely likely" (7). See Table 5 for the MANCOVA results. b Time budget pressure was manipulated between subjects at two levels: low and high. c Client incentive pressure was manipulated between subjects at two levels: low and high. between professional skepticism and the independent variables in our setting as supplementary analysis.
High EI (EI = 1)
Based on Hurtt (2010) and Robertson (2010) , participants responded to a professional skepticism scale that included the following five items:
1. "I often question things that clients tell me."
2. "I require proof that my clients' statements are true."
3. "I am cautious when evaluating information obtained from clients."
4. "Clients are generally honest (reverse item)."
"I tend to trust what clients tell me (reverse item)."
The items were measured on seven-point Likert-type scales, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The professional skepticism score is the mean of these five items, with a higher score indicating greater skepticism.
Participants' mean (median) level of professional skepticism was 4.28 (4.00), SD = 1.27. Interestingly, we found a high, significant correlation between EI and professional skepticism scores (r = . 78 ; α < . 001 , two-tailed). The mean professional skepticism scores were significantly different across the two levels of EI. Specifically, the high EI group had a higher mean professional skepticism score than did the low EI group (mean professional skepticism was 5.22 in high EI group versus 3.32 in low EI group; t = 14.998, p ≤ . 001). As EI and professional skepticism are highly correlated, we ran an alternative analysis of the effects of our independent variables on the dependent variables using median-split professional skepticism rather than EI in our model. Tests of between-subjects effects revealed significant (p ≤ . 001) main effects of time budget pressure, client pressure, and professional Tables 4 and 5 ), the interactions between professional skepticism and the pressure variables were less significant.
| CONCLUSIONS
Auditing is often a stressful occupation with unique features that can exacerbate work pressure (Fisher, 2001) . For example, demands to complete tasks within specified time periods during the busy season can have adverse consequences on auditing professionals' judgment.
Further, auditors must interact with client management throughout the audit process, and this interaction can cause job stress (Fisher, 2001; Nelson & Tan, 2005) . This stress is the result of the requirement for the auditor to remain independent and skeptical while simultaneously developing and maintaining a good relationship with the client (Nelson, 2009 ).
Prior accounting research has recognized the importance of the impact of emotions on accounting professionals' decision-making processes. Recent accounting studies highlight the importance of EI on accountants' job performance related to decision-making, teamwork, and client relations (Cook, Bay, Myburgh, & Njoroge, 2011; Daff et al., 2012 Jonker, 2009; Moriarty & Buckley, 2003; Slaski & Cartwright, 2003) .
Accordingly, EI training could help auditors recognize and deal with the various affective reactions they may experience when dealing with clients (Bhattacharjee et al., 2012) . Thus, this study suggests that accounting firms are wise to consider investments in developing training programs to improve employees' EI. As pressures lead to dysfunctional auditor behaviors and impair audit quality, specific strategies such as EI training could raise auditors' awareness of judgment biases and mitigate the quality-threatening effects of these pressures.
This study is subject to limitations. Like most experimental studies, generalizability is a limitation of this study. Moreover, the selfreport questionnaire was used to obtain respondents' EI scores. Thus, common method variance is a concern, as it may result in biased estimated relationships (Spector, 1987) . Further, the dependent variables were measured by asking participants what they thought the hypothetical auditor would do in the case presented. While the use of third-person questions is a way to reduce social desirability bias in self-report questionnaires (Fisher, 1993) , it may also lead to some noise in examining the relation between the dependent variables and a participant's individual characteristics (i.e., EI and professional skepticism). While the time pressure conditions were adopted from a prior study, the high time pressure manipulation indicated that, owing to reduced audit fees, the audit partner decided to reduce budgeted hours. Further, the manager had denied extensions of time in other areas of the audit due to time budget constraints. The intent of this manipulation was to provide participants with a practical scenario where time pressure was clearly an issue. However, the inclusion of multiple factors in the manipulation (i.e., reduced hours and manager unwillingness to grant extensions) limited our ability to clearly determine what aspect of the manipulation is driving the observed results. It is possible that one factor may drive the results more than the other. Thus, our results should be interpreted with these limitations in mind.
In addition, participants were auditing professionals in China. It is possible that the independent variables investigated in this study might have been different in their impact on Chinese auditors' judgments compared with auditors in other locations. However, prior studies of accounting professionals in other cultures have concluded that both time budget pressure and client pressure increase auditor propensity to make unethical decisions (Robertson, 2010 Finally, another limitation concerns the use of the median split to create the two EI subgroups (high versus low EI groups). Creating a categorical variable from a continuous measure lowers statistical power, and "decreases the sensitivity of the measurement instrument" (Angelidis & Ibrahim, 2011, p. 117) . In this study, two independent variables were manipulated at low and high levels. For consistency, we used a median split to separate low and high EI groups, which is consistent with procedures used in prior research to analyze measured trait variables.
There are several avenues for future research. This study demonstrates that EI has a moderating effect on auditor judgment under two types of pressure. Future research could examine the effects of EI on judgment and decision-making in other contexts. For example, future research could extend this study into social influence settings.
The potential moderation effect of EI under social pressures and incentives would be of interest for future studies. Further, the current study only focused on staff and senior auditors. Future research could investigate whether EI similarly influences decision-making of auditors at higher ranks, such as managers and partners. More experienced auditors may react to job pressures differently, and EI may play a different role in their judgments. Moreover, future research may wish to explore whether cultural differences, as well as other factors, such as individual personality, will impact the role of EI in an accounting setting.
inequality among people which the population of a country considers as normal."
2 The convergence between Chinese Standards and International Standards on Auditing (ISA) was completed in 2010 (Haw, 2008) . ISA standards are intended to enhance audit quality and public confidence in the global auditing and assurance profession.
3 Prior research has confirmed that individuals have a tendency to portray themselves favorably by underestimating (overestimating) the likelihood they would perform an undesirable (desirable) action (Chung & Monroe, 2003; Kaplan et al., 2011) . Phrasing questions in the third person is a method used to reduce the impact of social desirability bias on self-reported data (Fisher, 1993) . 4 The sales report is a supporting documentation (customer order) provided by a sales department (Gundry & Liyanarachchi, 2007) . 5 The median split is a common method used in previous studies (Angelidis & Ibrahim, 2011; Marques & Azevedo-Pereira, 2009 ).
6 One of us contacted several professionals either working at or with access to accounting firms in China. The instruments were distributed and collected by these professionals at accounting firms in June and July of 2012.
7 Cronbach's alpha coefficients for all four dimensions of EI were above 0.90 in our study.
8 Consistent with procedures reported in prior studies (e.g., Angelidis & Ibrahim, 2011; Marques & Azevedo-Pereira, 2009 ), we conducted a sensitivity analysis of high and low EI classifications by ignoring the respondents with EI scores within a range of 5% of the median score (2.95 points). Specifically, we considered only the 166 respondents who scored above 61.95 or under 56.05 on EI. The results of this sensitivity analysis were consistent with the main analysis reported in Table 2 in terms of direction of the coefficients and statistical significance.
9 A two-step cluster analysis was also performed as sensitivity analysis by using the mean value for the 16 items (Bailey & Sawers, 2012) , resulting in two significantly different groups (t = 27.681, p < . 001): high EI (mean 5.49, SD = 0.604) and low EI (mean 3.07, SD = 0.529). The results of this sensitivity analysis indicated that the two groups were significantly different in the assessment of likelihood of further investigation (mean 3.142 low EI group versus 5.582 high EI group, t = 17.682, p < . 001) and risk misstatement (mean 3.594 low EI group versus 5.478 high EI group, t = 11.818, p < . 001).
10 High versus low time budget pressure groups: t = 0.977, p = . 33. High versus low client pressure groups: t = 1.583, p = . 115. 11 In additional analyses, all demographic variables were examined for inclusion as control variables. Audit experience was found to be significantly correlated with the dependent variable (Pearson R = − . 176, p = . 021). Including audit experience as a covariate in the model did not change the significance or direction of the effects of the independent variables.
12 In order to more clearly explain the moderating role of EI, we also conducted the additional analyses by collapsing the time budget pressure and client incentive pressure cells such that we investigated a 2 × 2, where one variable manipulation represents the presence of pressure (neither client pressure nor time budget pressure present versus both client pressure and time budget pressure present) and the other variable represents EI (high EI versus low EI). The results were consistent with our primary results, except the likelihood of further investigation became significant. As shown in Figure 6 , the effects of EI on high pressure situations were significantly stronger when both client pressure and time budget pressure were present.
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